DOCUMENT RESUME 

CS 500 157 

Hill, Timothy A, 

An iiXperimental Study of the Relationship Eetween the 
Opinionatediiess of a Leader and Consensus in Group 
Discussiona of Policy, 
Dec 7 2 

22p, I Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of ,the 
Speech ComniUnication Assn. {58th^ Chicago^ December 
27-30, 1972) 

MF-$0,65 HC-S3,29 

Behavioral Science Research; Decision Making; 
^Discussion Groups i Group Behavior i *Group Dynamics ; 
^Interaction Process Analysis; ^Leadership Qualities; 
^Opinions; Problem Solving; Statistical Aiialysis 



e author trained confederates to exhibit either 
opinionated, moderately opinionated, or um?pinionated styles of 
leadership, then assigned them to discussion groups. Each group was 
assigned a specific topic and instructed to decide on a specific 
policy toward the topic* They were also asked to make ratings that 
measured four other attitudes^ the degree of the group consensus, the 
leader's maintenance of his status, perceptions of the leader's 
credibility, and the members' satisfaction with the group outcome* 
Results of the study show that: (1) both unopinionated and moderately 
opinionated leadership appear to be related to achievement of group 
consensus; (2) varying degrees of opinionated leadership seem to 
relate consistently to member impressions of the leader's 
credibility; (3) the level of leader opinionatedness does not seem to 
relate directly to leadership maintenance or member impressions of 
dynamism; and (4) there seems to be no direct relationship between 
level of leader opinionatedness and members' satlsf action with the. 
process , (Author/RN) 
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AN EXPiLHnaWTAL STUDY OP THE REUTIOiSHIP BLTVQLiiiN TIE 
OPINIONATEDNESS OF A LEilDKH AND COi^ISEMSUS IW GROUP DISCUSS IONS OF POLICY 

Timothy A, Hill 
Indiana Univor.^ity 

The exploration of the role of the leader in smdll p^oups has 

been cantral to the bulk of reseorch on group phanomena*^ Further^ 

the process of groun decision-making has also recently come to the fore 
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as a princiTOl in*^,erast of research. The illuminative resefirah, however^ 
on leadershlo behavior as it relates to decision-mkinfl; has been scarce* 
Of the f O'ar g'jneral methodologiGal aDnroacbes to leadership re- 
search (trait, stylistic^ situational^ and fnnctional)^ the first bm 
have generally been unfruitful in relating lendershiiD to groiw outcomes. 
SwOgdlll (l9liB), in his reviav/ of trait research, outlined fi^e major 
areas of "successful'^ leadership traits that reGaived partial sunporti 
capacity^ achievement^ responsibility^ participation^ and status. A 
successful leadir^ however^ as interpreted In trait rtasearch^ is one who 
succi^ssfully yniui^gt^s t.o a positiun of loadership^ and thus possesses traits 
that distinguish him from a non-leader ^ or one who does not rise to a pos- 
ition of leadsrship, Hencej loadership traits were not effectivily related 
to group outcomes. 

Stylistic le-gdership research has also failed to yield rany sig- 
ntfioant uannln^lone ahnnt thti affauts mf iRaJdr^hiu atvls on decision^ 
making. For example, lA^ite and Lippett (IpfiO) found a democratic leader 
to be the "be,^t'» style of leader^ not in terras of consensus^ but in terms 
of ^-oup ooheaiveness, membar aatlsfaGtion ^^Ith group actiTities, and in=^ 
^tAi^n^i^ut beiiaviar ©xhibitad by ths sub;}©uts.^ 
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Some of the resefirch ^pi-ving out of the situational apDrcach has 

come closer to dealing diractly with leadarship' and group outconies, Kor- 

ten (1962) found that an authoritarian leader is best when group goals 

damand more attention than Individual goals and vrhen situational factors 

obstruct goal achievementj when djidividual goals demand more attention 

than group goals and when situational factors do not inhibit goal aohieve* 

menti the democratic leader v/ill be superior,^ Fiedler (I968) demonstrated 

that (1) the effectiveness of a group is contingent on the approDriateness 

of the leader style to the specific situation in which he operates j and 

(2) the typ^' of leadership style that Yflll be most effective depends upon 

the degi^ee to which the p^cup situation allov/s the leader to exert In^u- 

ence,^ Preston and Heints (19149) found that Dsychologically distant leada^ 

' ■ are more effective with task-oriented groups and Dsychologically close 

leaders are more effective with groups oriented tasks, ^ 

The resenrch cantering around the situational conceptual flrammiOTk 

has been significant in that It has shoTO the dependence of leadership 

effectiveness on situational vsj'iables^ but the conclusions about speclflo 

kinds of behavior that leaders should perform to aid in the ^oup decisljDn*^ 

making process is not nearly as clear. The definitions of authoritarian 

or psychologically distant leadersj carry-overs from the more stylistic 

and even trait-oriented approaches to leadership research^ can hardly be 

said to be very explicit in behavioral terms* 

fl 

The fourth andj according to some^ the most frult^.'il direction 
for small group research is the functional approach,^ Gouran (1968 ) found 
that "successful" groups produce statements which are less opinlonatedj 
more Informative^ more provocative^ more objective^ and more goal oriented 
than are statements which occur In less successf^ diseusdjM*^^ Knutson 
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(1970) e^-rperimentally manipulatad orientation behavior and found that 

groups which contained confederates exhibiting behavior high in crientaL- 

tion cams oloser tp consensus (total agreement on the policy decided) 

than p'oups containing neutral orientation or negative orientation con- 

federates.- Russell (1970)5 in dealing dirsctly with the leadership 

phenomenon^ found that leaders who maintain their leadership static are 

generally less opinionated and elicit more expressions of support than 

12 

leadGrs who fail to maintain their leadership status* Lumsden (1972) 
made three significant findtaga of notes (l) leaders Vfho manifest sig- 
nificant amounts of agreenient behavior elicit expressions of support mere 
often than leaders who exhibit low agreement behavior j (2) grouDS with 
leaders who express ap^eement move further toward consensus than groups 
lAfhose leaders express little or no agreement, and (3) high a p'eement lead- 
ers are perceived as being more objective than neutral or low ap^eement 
leaders. Her findings of the relation of high agfsement leadership be- 
havior to leadership maintenance were inconclusive^ however, 

The most instructive backp^ound research to the following study 
seems to be the Gouran^ Knutsonj Russell^ and Lumsden studies, Qourant s 
exploratory research Indicated that behavior high in orientation^ low in 
opinionatedness^ high dji objectivity^ and high informativeness con^ib- 
uted to achievement of consensus, Knutson^s experimental study gave sup- 
port to the variable of orientation behavior as being essential to group 
consensus, RusseU^s exDloratory resoaroh indicated that high agreement 
and low opinionated leadershiD behavior were consistently related to lead- 
ership maintenance^ and Limsden^s experimentel study gave some supoort for 
high agreement behavior as facilitating consensus and influenGing impres- 
sions of the leader. 



On the basis of previous re search^ thercs is. justification in assum-- 
ing that the variable of opinionatedness plays a major role in decision- 
making groups. Ths present study proposed to Investigate the variable of 
opinionatedness^ specifically as erfilbited by p^oup leadersj and its rda- 
tionship to (1) achievernQnt of consensus^ (2) leadership malntenanoej 
(3) perceptions of the leader *s credibility^ ard (U) member satisfaction 
with the group process, 

IffiTHOD 

Independent Variable 

The independent variable in thi? study vtrs opinionatedness. The 

definition was the same as the one originally used by Gourani that Is^ 

"a statement is said to be opinionated if it reflects a feelings belief, 

or judgment^ the faotual basis of which is not apparent in the statement 

itself. In his study^ Russell exemplified depress of opinionatedness 

1^ 

in the following mannen 

Opinio nated statement i "No raan^ that^ s just the fault 

of the radicals on campus*" 

Moderately opinionated statemerrti *'The rallies testify to the dis- 
satisfaction of the majority of 
the students." 

Unopinionated statement i "It^s like Byrum Carter saidj 

this University must satisfy the 
needs of the majority of the 
students*" 

These three levels of □pinionatedness were chosen to be the three conditions 
of the independent variable for this study. 

Dependent Variables 

The dependent variable of primary interest In this study was ^n- 
sensus . Qouran's investigation indicated that there was a positive rela- 
tionship betv/een general ff*oup statements of unoplnionatedness aiid consen- 
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sus p'oups. In his subsequent study^ Russell observed unopinionated 
statements spoken specifically by gr®up leaders as betog crucial in the 
Ui-jration of decision-nmking groups^ although he did not draw conclusions 
about the relationship of opinionated leadership behavior to consensus . 
Thus it was hypotheslised that groups having unopinionated statements de- 
liberately injected Into their diacuBsions by the leaders v;ould cotib 
closer to Gonsensus than their counterparts with rnoderately opinionated 
or opinionated leaders, 

ConsensuSj as It wns oD©ratlonally defined^ was the de^ee of 
personal a^eement of all members in a task-oriented group over a poUcy 
ultMately chosen by the group as a whole. After each group discussion^ 
the leader was asked to articulate the dsoision made by the group. Each 
of the group members was then asked to rate^ on a scale from one to aeven^ 
hivf own agreeTnent with the group policy. A total consensus groupj there- 
forej wa- one in which all group members ratad the group TOllcy as their 
own personal choice (i.e,^ everyone would be marking the seventh point 
on the scale; "I absolutely^ completely agree with the group declslen"). 

The 53econd deiDendent variable, vms leadership manjitenanc e* RmsSl 
found that his high raaintenance leaders \vere generally less opinionated 
than thei^ lov^ maintenance counterparts on the basis of ratings of a ran- 
dom s-?mple of the lemders» statements rmde by independent judges. There- 
fore there was a basis for predicting that group leaders who are intentton- 
ally nnopinlonated will maintain th^ir leadershiD status more erfectively 
than leaders who do not manifest that kind of communication behavior. 
Leadership maintenance was operationally defined as the rank given to the 
leader by the other members^ based on their perceptions^ of the relative 
amount of influence SDcerted. Each discussant was asked to rank order 
everybody in the group according to influence over the total group pro- 



6 

cess^ and thus it was nossible to comnare t^^e rankings of the leadars 

across all conditions of the indeDenir^nt variable. 

The thj:*d dependent variable was re ader^ s credibility ^ or Tnember 

impressions of the leader. Intuitively^ it would seem that being credible 

would be essential to a leader* s ability to lead. If ODinlonatedness ivere 

indeed a crucial factor in a groups s reaching consinsus or in a leader 

maintenance of his status, there should be differences as well In the men^ 

bers^ ratings of their leader's credibility according to what level of opin- 

ionatednesa was being exhibited. Therefore^ it vms hj^othesised that un- 

opinionated leaders would create a social climate characterised by higher 

credibility ratings than the moderately ODinionated or opinionated teadera. 

The Instrument employed in the measurement of this dependent variable was 

a set of four seven-=point scala^ each testing one of i^^itehead's four fac-- 

tors of credibilltyi objectivity, djmamsm^ trustivorthiness, and conpetence*^ 

The final deDendent variable was member satisfaction wj-ph the g^o up 

process . As Gouran states: "If the ability of an dndividuaL to conW.bute 

meaningfully to a group effort depends on his satisfaction with the gcQm^B 

previous decision, vrhich ercperlance would indicate is the case, than we 

17 

must learn what maximizes moh feelings."" Discussants were asked to 
rate on seven^point scales their level of satisfaction with the process 
of the group ("How satisfied were you with the vray your group went about 
rGaching a decision?"). It was believed that unopinionatedness would be 
successfully/ related to a high level of member satisfactiont 

Tcplo 

The topic chosen for the discussion groups was the following^ 
"Should the faculty and students of Indiana TJniversiby issue a joints pub- 
lic statemant condemning the Vietnam v/ar and calling for an immediate 

O 
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withdrawal of all American trooT3s?»» "ft^etesting indioated that from a liet 

of potential topics of interest to college students this particular one 

x^as of raoderate interes'^ value (i.e.j neither too boring nor too emotion- 

Ifi 

ally stimulating and ego^involving) and contained a wide range of opinions. 

General ft^ocedur e 

Subjects were 11^9 students, chosen ft'om the beginning speeoh dasses 
19 _ 

at Indiana Univorslty* They were assigned to participate in one of the 
30 discussion p'oups. The subjects were scheduled so that no two people 
from the same class would be in the same group andj theoreticallyj everyone 
would be unacquainted, Ae the discussante entered their assigned rooms, 
they were seated around a table on which a tape recorder mcrophone had 
been placedg At each place around the table there was a copy of a sheet 
of Instructions which Informed the partieiDants of what the disoussion 
topic was to be. It also suggested an agenda for reaching a decision^ 
presented '^ome information on »*The War'* and on "College Statements on the 
V/ar^*^ and outlined foijr possible policies upon which the group could de» 
cide * 

Aftor the rooip^ had filled mth the appointed number of participmts^ 
and after everyone had been given a chance to read the instructions^ the 
invastigator entered and recorded the names of those who were present for 
the benefit of the speech instructors. He than brleily repeated the 
information on the instruction sheet and ansiwed questions^ es^laining 
that the purpose of the discussion was to determine student opinion on 
the topic and that the group must arrive at one of the policies or form- 
ulate one of thedj* ctto that would be agreeable to everyone. One member 
of the g-oup was "randomly" selected as leader to helD direct the p^oup 
toward reaohing the deciiion* The investigator then^MstoUGted the p^oup 
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to begin^ he turnid on the tape recorder and left the roomj and at the 
end of thirty minutes he returned to turn off the tape recorder and to 
administer the poat-discuseion questionnaire, 

Thc3 data Items gathered from the questionnaire were the follo?/lngi 
a measui^e of consensua (the p^oup leader was asked to voice the deciaion 
of the group at the end of the discussion and the Tnembers indicated their' 
level of agreement vrith that decision)^ a measure of leadership maintenance 
(each group member ranked every other member Including themselves accord= 
Mg to amount of influence exerted over the group process)^ a measure of 
leader credibility (each member filled In seven- point scales of the four 
dimeneions of credibility)^ and a measure of member satisfaction %Yith the 
p-oup process (each member filled in a seven-point scale of this variable). 
The purpose of the tape recorder was to record statements of the leader 
for a later analyslE: by Independent Judges of the degree of opinionated- 
ness exhibited in these statements. 

The manipulation of the independent variable was accomplished by 
the leader in each of the group discussions* Rather than merely being 
''randomly" chosenj as the naive p^ouo merribers were led to believe^ this 
iDerson had already been told the purposes of the experiment and had al= 
ready gone through several training sessions to prepare him or her to 
be an ooinlonated leaderj a moderately opinionated leader^ and an uncpin- 
ionated leader* There were five of these confederatQ leaders^ toro under- 
graduate females^ one under^aduate male^ and two male p^aduate students , 
each of \j\rhom had had some form of previous course Instruction^ in small 
group conmunication, Each confederate was required to conduct a total 

of six discussions^ tvvo as an opinionated leaderj trro as a moderately 

21 

opinionated leader ^ and two as an unoplnionated leader, ^ 
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As part of their training to be able to exhibit these conditions 

of oplnionatedness^ the confederates ^"we given instruction concarning 

22 

the definition and nature of opinionated and uno^inionated statements/ 
together vfith a booklet of factual information taican flrom recent nevfspapers 
and magazines on the subject of the Vietnam wor and college statements 
condsmning the Vietnam war. It was pointed out to the confederates that 
such factual information, when pres mted in a discussion with ita docunBn- 
tatlon^ could qualify as being very unopinionated| while^ with few minor 
changes and the addition of personal judgment roferences, it could be 
made to sound highly opinionated. ' It was also exDlained to the confeder- 
ates that these items of factual information did nob have to be memorised. 
It was permissable for them to present these items in a highly paraphrased 
or altered form so long as they v;ere conforming to the correct format of 
the level of opinionatedness desired in that particular discussion. In 
addition^ they were encouraged to use every opportunity they had in the 
discussion to exhibit this kind of behavto. Even m cases where they felt 
a statement of group orientation^ agreement ^ or reinforcing of group co- 
hesiveness was called for^ they were asked to try also to present infor-^ 
mation at the saTne time so that their particular condition of upinionated» 
ness could be maintained. Finally, the confederates were asked to advo-= 
cate the most radical position of the four while they were being opinion- 
ated (since a leader who happened to be highly opinionated for two oppos- 
ing sides of an argument would hardly be realistic) and to include a sam- 
pling of differing views during the unopinlonated condition (although an 
exactly equal representation of all sides was not necessary)* Even thou^ 
the leader had been advocating one position throughout, however, he was 
instructed to voi^ the actua. p-oup decision at the of tte dlsousslon 
rather than his position. 



i = 
RESULTS 

The Oheck of the Independent Variable 

Five leader stateraents were randomly ohosin from the tapes af 
eaGh of the discussions. These transcribed statements were then sub- 
mitted to five judges to be rated according to the Yariable of opln-- 
23 

ionatedness* This served as an independent check of the manipula- 
tion of leadership oplnionatsdness and a verification that the confed- 
erates weie indeed exhibiting three different levels of that kind of 
behavior. The reliability coefflcientj a measure of the relative agree- 
ment of the judges^ ratlngSj was ooraputed by the intra-class correlation 
procedure. This statistic was found to be ,8216 (p ^,00^). A simple 
analysis of variance of the three conditions was run to determine diff- 
erences in the judges^ ratings of the statements. In the computing of 
this analysis of variance^ all judges' ratings were summed for each state-, 
ment being rated. The means for the combined ratings and the analysis of 
variance table can be foimd in Tables 1 and 2. Significant differenQes 
were found among all conditinns nf the leader statements^ and the diff- 
erences were arranged in the expected nrdar of magnitude. The high re- 
liability of the judges^ ratingSj tagether with the differences they per- 
ceived in the independent variable^ supoort the correct sxhlbltlon of the 
leaders^ expected behavior in the p:'OUps* 
The Depende nt Jariables 

A simple analysis of variance was conductsd f^ eadi of tti dependent 
variablss* These results can be seen to T^lss 3-9» SlgnfloaA F ratios ira^e feimd 
far to consensus m^iff'e, for fefo nmsia^ of tie ^idltoU&y varl^l% competent and 
object ivlty^ arrfmarpiaUyfor to cre^iHty vmaa©^ tustwcrttliEss, The foil nw-^ 

analyids tos nade islng ttie Nswman-Ke^ procediM for comparlffin of means • 
Be finding of slgnlflcanoe from these comparisons are fnund in Tables 10-B, 
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The results of th© analysis of the relatlonehlp between Isadarship 
opinlonatedness and Gonsensus shoived that groups whose leaders ejfliiblted 
unopinlonated behaYlor moved closer tovmrd total oonsensus than those p^oups 
whose leaders" were behaving in an opinionated manner. Also moderateljr opin- 
ionated leadership grQUps came closer to oonsensus than the opinionated con- 
ditlon groupe. There was a marginal difference C,10>p >*0S) in the third 
comp^ison of this dependent variable , with Tnoderately opinionated groups 
tending to soore higher on consensus measures than the unopinionated groups, 

, The differences found on the measures of trustworthiness were also 
In the marginal range (below the .10 level) and showed a tendency for the 
unopinionated leaders to be rated more trustworthy than either the opin- 
ionated or moderately opinionated leaders • 

Unopinionated leaders were rated as being significantly more conipe— 
tent (experienced J having a professional manner) than were the opinionated 
leaders* Again a margtoal difference appeared botween the opinionated and 
moderately opinionated conditionSj Y/ith the latter appearing to score higher, 

Unopinionated leaders were rated by their group members as being 
significantly more objective (fair^ open-minded) than the opinionated 
leadersj moderately opinionated leaders were also rated higher on the 
measure of objectivity than the opinionated leaders* 

DISCUSSION 

The findings reported above tend to suOTort the general notion 
that opinionated laad^rship behavior has certain oritloal effects upon the 
process and outcomei of small polioy=-maklng gi'oups. In every ease where 
therQ was a significant difference involving opinionated oonditlonsj they- 
were rated conalstently lower than the groups of the less opinionated 
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leaders being oomparad to them. These differences showed up In the meaeiroa 
of consensus^ the members^ pgrGeptlQne of their leaders' objectivity and 
Gompetenoe^ and inarginally in the memberi^ peroepblone of their leaders' 
trustworthiness.^ Thus the original prescriptive tone of the predictions 
of this study would have to be altered. There is only partial supoort that 
unoplnlonated leadership behavior is super iorj but there eeenis to be much 
stronger supDort that opinionated leadership behavior is. Inferiorj at least 
Ml terms of consensus and some member impressions of leader credibility* 
Both unopinionated and moderately opinionated leadership condi- 
tions apparently came closer to Gonsensus than the opln-l.onated conditions^ 
but the surprising f Jjiding here was the last comparison which showed a 
tendency for the moderately opinionated groups to be coming closer to con- 
eensus than the unopinionated ^oups. The basis for the difference here 
may lie in the role of orientation played by the different leaders. The 
opinionated leadersj because of their dogmatism and general refusal to 
give evidence for any statement they made^ may have helped create a hostdle 
climate in which the orientation to the final goal of the p*oup was ham- 
pered* The moderately oplnlonatsd leaders may have appeared to their 
p^oup members to be more nondirective and a more relaxed climate may have 
been fostered where orientation was facilitated. The knowledgeable un- 
opinionated leaderSj in turnj may have appeared to be such a rarity in 
an otherwise unrehearsed college discussion that they dlstraGted the group 
fi»om being totally oriented to the goal and scoring higher on the consen- 
sus measiure. In listening to the tapes of the disoussionsj the investi- 
gator in fact notioed characteristiag in some of the groups of the opin- 
ionated leadership condition which^ In his judgmentj were Indications of 
an increased lavel of tension and hostility among the group members. 



In spite of differences in the competence^ objectivity and^ pa-- 
tialljr^ the triiitwor thine ss ratings^ this apDarently had no connection to 
the leader ability to maintain his status within the p^oup since there 
were no differenceB across conditiona in terms of leadership maintenance 
ratings* Thus we have no evidence that a leader ^s ability to maintain 
his status is hampered by opinionated communication behavlorj or that he 
is aide^d by unopinlonated communication behavior. 

Although not all of the crBdlblllty measuras shoired clearly i?ig-- 
nificant differences^ those differences found suggsit that varying levels 
of oplnionatednegs do have efCects on how group member.^ perceive their 
leaders. No differences wtre found in ratings of dynamism^ and even though 
the opinionated leaders had the Ingest mean ratings of the three condition 
there is no statistical evldenGe that leadership opinionatedness is consis- 
tently related to perceptions of a leader *s dynamism. The differences that 
did occur were on objectivityj competence and^ marglndl^ on trustwortMneas 5 
measures that are very close conaeptuaily to the notion of '^^imopanionatedneee 
Thus there appeared to be an additional- check that the leaders were per- 
ceived as exhibiting the behavior that was^ In faot| required of them* 

The final dependent measure^ member satisiaction^ also failed to 
riveal differances in the conditions of ODlnionated leadership. In spita 
of the relative trouble that groups with opinionated leaders had generally 
in trying to reach consensus^ this did not seem to affect their overall 
satlefaction with how the groups operated^ It may ^ in factj be indicative 
of the contemporary student's familiarity with confrontation as a form of 
public discourse. He may^ as a matter of course^ encounter this kind of 
difficulty consistently in coming to a dscision amohg his peers and may 
be generally "satisfied" with that Mnd of p^oup procesSj hellevwg It to be 
th© norm. 
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On the basis of the sample and the oonditlons of oplnionatedness 
described in this atudy-j the following conclusions may be dravmi 

(1) Both unopinionated and moderately opinionated leadership be- 
havior appear to be significantly related to aohlevement of consensus In 
smli jj^liuy-^inaklng groups* There was^ howeYer, a tendency displayed In 
the rasults of thia study for modeimtely opinionated leaders to be eTOn 
more consensus-facilitating than unomnionated leaders, 

(2) Varying degrees of opinionated leadership behavior seem to 
relate consietently to member Imprissions of the leader^ s oredlblllty. 
Unopinionated leaders were rated as being mors competent and ub.lechive 
than thedr opinionated oountGrpartSj and there was marginal support that 
they wmrm also seen as being niare trustworthy* Moderately opinionated 
Isadars also appeared to be rnory objeotlvo and uompetent than their opin- 
ioriated counterparts, 

(3) The level of leader opinionatedness does not aeem to bear 
a consistent ralationship with leadership maintenance, 

(U) The lev-el of leader opinionatedness does not appear to 
relate directly to p-oup rnembers^ Impressions of the leader^ s dynamism* 

(5) The level of leader opinionatedness does not apparently bear 
a relationship to grouD members* imDressions of their level of satisfaction 
with the group process* 
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?. _ By this point it should be clear that the distinctions between 
different approaches to loadershlp research are not concisely defljied 
A functional aporoach to leadership rasaarch also assumes that Gertaln 
situations are present and, to a lesser extent, it assumes that leaders 
possess differing traits and use differing styles. 

10. Dennis S. Qouran, "Variables Related to Consensus in Group Dis- 
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11. Thomas J. Knutson, "An Experimental Study of the Effects of State- 
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. tation, Indiana llnivgrsity, 1970), 

12. Hugh C. Russell, "An Investigation of Leadership Bfeintenanee Be- 
havior," (Unpublished Ph.D. Dlasortatlon, Indiana Univeraity, lp70 ) . 
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ment on Leadership TfeTntenanQe In Problem-Solving Discussions." (Unpub- 
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l)u GDLii*an^ "Variables Related to Consensui , , , 388* 

15. Russell, pp, 211-^212, 

16. Jack L. TOltehaad, Ji%j "Factors of Source Credibllityj*^ Qu^"- 
torly Joffnalof Speech^ $h (l?^?)^ 59-63. 

17* Dennis S. Oouranj ^'Jroup Oommunicatlonf Perspectives and Ftior- 

Ities for Future Research^-- paper delivered before the Speeoh Communis 
cation Aasociation Convention^ San P^mncisco^ Decsmber 29^ 1971. 

IB^ The mean for this topic resulting from a rank ordering of eleven 

po^^'lble topiGS in terms of interest was 6.129. The ratings of agree- 
ment with thii toplu ranged fi^om 1-7 (totally a^ee to totally dieagree) 
with a mean of iu3S7j a standard deviation of 2^120lt and a quartile 
diivlabion of 1,50* 

19. Of these eubjactsj h6% were enrolled in S121j Public SDeaking^ 
kB% were enrolled in S122j Interpersonal ConimuniQationj and 9^ were 
©nro3.1ed in S221j Speech and Human Behavior* 

20. The motivation for having tha students show up for this study 
varied with the instructors. Some dismissed one day of classes and 
therefore required that everyone attend. Others let this siibstitute 
as one small assignment in the class * For others^ a system of extra 
credit was worked out for those ftom their sections who att mded the 
discusaion groups. The students w-ere told that the purpose of the 
discussion pr^oups was ^-to determine your opinions on a topic of ourrent 
campus interest." 

21. Thus there were 10 groups in each oondltion of opinionatednass. 
Of the IJ49 subjects^ U8 were in opinionated leadership groupsj J48 vmre 
in moderately opinionated leadership groups 1 and 03 were in unopin- 
ionated leadership groupe. The numbers of participants in each group 
were kept fairly eonstantj there were never less than 5 nor more than 
7 (counting the cQnfederate leader). It may be nQtlced that in some 
of the ANOVA tables that follow^ some of the n^s may be slightly less 
than what is stated here. This is simply because some subjects did 
not respond to all items on the post-discussion questionnaire (e.g. 5 
on the consensus m^asurej one person In the unopinlonated leadership 
condition did not respond and thus the n was reduced to lliSj or 

IU7 degrees of freedom). 

22. . One piece of research that was particularly helpful here was the 
work done by Kline in identli^ing the characterlstlos ' of statemsnts 
that are consistently rated as opinionated or unopinionated. Some of 
his findings were the followingi (1) unopinlonated statements are 
more likely to contain questionsj (2) statements of high opinionated- 
ness are more stereotyped and predictable^ and (3) highly opinionated 
statements can be recognized by a greater occurrence of self-reference 
words and the use of suoh phrases as "I think J* John A, Kline j 

Indices of Opinionated and Orienting StateTOnts in Problem-Solving 
Plgoussiona^^^ Speeoh Monographsi 38 (l970)j 2a2-^286, 



Chosen for the ratings 
opinionated leadership conditionj kB from the mod^rauely opinionated 
condition J and $0 from the opinionated condition* The reason for 
the difference in the number of statements being rated hare vms that 
a tap© recorder in a modsratGly opinionated dljcusslon failed to func- 
tion properly. Thus there rms no record of tho leader^ e? statements 
for that p.^tlcular discussion and. 5 less statements in the moderately 
opinionated condition to be rated. 

The q value for this comparison was 2.69^ and the threshold for 
significance at the ,05 level for this cornDarison iras only 2.80^ so 
it was very close to p C*05 and not much beyond it. 

It is interesting to note th.?.t Lumsden did not find a strong re- 
latlonshlp bat^'^'^een credibility and leadership maintenance in hsr study^ 
High agreement leaders were rated sinnifica.ntly higher along thp oh- 
jedtlvity dimension of credibllltyi but hor measures did not show ti:om 
to be inaintalnlnf theli^ leader^jhlp effectively. 
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TABLE 1 

ANALYSIS OF FARmHCE - JUDGES' RATINGS OF LEADHIS' STATEMENTS 



SS d£ m T 

Between Conditions of 

Opinionatednasa 1745.9504 . 2 072.9752 21.371 **** 

Within Conditions of 

Opinionatedness 5800,5580 142 40.8490 

Total 7546.5004 144 



**** SlEnlficant at the .005 level 

TABLE 2 

NE'"imN_mULS COI-IPARISON OP mNS - jUDOES' RATINGS OF LEADEES' STATEIvEryTS 



Comparison X^. Xg ^ ^ value 

Opin, V. Mod. ODin, 26.9200 24.2667 2. 6333 2,8579 

Opin, V. Unopin. 26.9200 18.7200 8.2000 ■ 9,0721 

Mod. Opin. v. Unopin, 24.2667 18.7200 5.5467 5.9745 A*^ 



(The 5 judges' ratings were combined for each statement) 
** Significant at the .05 level' 
*** Stgnlf leant at the .01 level 

TABLE 3 

AMLISIS OF VARttNOE _ CONSENSUS 



• SS df . m P 

Betv/een Conditions of 

Opinionatadnass li|.ij.031 2 22.7010 7.S690^khh 

Within Conditions of 

Oplnionatednaas ij,3l4..89li2 lk$ 2.9993 

Total li80.2973 1U7 



■iHHHf significant at the ,005 level 
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TABLE k 

ANALYSIS OP Vmikm'E LEADEHSWIP 'VilMTEWAMCE 



SS df MS F 

Between Conditions of 

Opinionatednoss l,2p01 2 »6U5l .193 

Within Conditions of ' 

Oplnlonatedness U92.8978 1^6 3.3760 



Total k9hMl9 im 





TABLE $ 




AN/ILYSIS OF VAR 


CAMCE - CrSDIBIl 


p IT Y C TRUSTWORTH WESS ) 




ss 


df IS F 


Bety/ean Conditions of 






Opinionatcdnss s 


lS.9ii73 


S 7. 9737 2,89?1-^ 


Within Conditions of 






Opinion'"' tedna s s 


396.0527 




Total 


laa . 0000 





,10 >p'>.05 



TAnLBl 6 

AmLYSlS OF mEIAMCE - CRBDIBILXTY (CO'spET^ICE; 



S3 df MS P 

Between Conditions of 

Opinionatedneaa 2ii.6U68 " 2 12.3231^ Ii.l869## 

Fithin Conditions of 

OpinionatGdness ^26*7856 lij Z,9k'i3 

Total ii51.it32ii . Ihl 



-'HS- Bignlficant at tlie ,05 level 
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TABIE 1 , 
ANALYSIS OF TORmMCE - CREDIBILITY (DmMISy) 



SS df m F 

Between Conditions of " , 

Oplnlonatedness T.^OlU 2 3.7507 1.1590 

Within Condlticms 

OplnionateSnesa li72.U583 3. 23^0 



Total It79.9597. lU8 



TABLE 8 

ANALYSIS OF ViLRIANOE » ORIiDIBILITY (OBjBCTIVITY) 



Betv/een dpnditiong of 

Oplnionatedness 


" SS 
58.5766 


df 
2 


MS 
29.2881+ 


F 

7.6672^ 


Within Conditions of 

Opinionatadness 


550«0762 


Ilk 


3.8200 




Total 


6C8.fi5'31 


lli6 







WH5-# significant at the .005 level 



TABLE 9 

ANALYSIS OF VARTAWQB - Iffi'lBER SATISFACTIOM 



BetV'Teen Conditions of 

Opinionatadness 11. 7658 

Vfithin Conditions of 

Opinionatsdness 398.8986 



Total 



df 

2 

1U3 



m 
5.8829 

2.7895 



F 

2.1089 
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TABLE 10 







nw 




n AliT QTI^ MS T 




Comparison 


h 




^2 


D 


q value 


Opin. V. Ifod, Opin. 


14.9370 




6,3125 


1.3750 


$,$066 WHi 


Opin, V* Unopln. 


ii.?375 




5.6538 


.7163 


2,9272 iHi- 


Mod* Opin, Unopln, 


6.3125 




5.6538 


.6587 


2,6918 * 


significant at 
w significant at 
. 10 ^ p ^ t 03' 


the .01 level 
the .05 level 








lOTfTmN-KEULS OOiimRlSON 


TIBLE 
OF IvEANS - 


11 

. CRBDIBITiITY (TRUSTWORTHINEaS) 


Comparison 










q, value 


Opin. V, Mod, Opin, 


a. 9563 




5.1158 


.1875 


.7835 


Opin a V. Unopin, 


U.9583 




5,. 7255 


.7672 


3.2577 


Mod, Opin, Ym Unopin* 


5.m5B 




5.7255 


.5797 


2,U615 


ao ^ p ^.05 










^ TABUS 12 

NEwmN^MEULs comRisoN OP mws 


OREDIBILirY (COMPETENCE) 


Comparisoh 
Opin, V, Mod. Opin* 


U.6170 




X2 
5.2500 


■f 

,6330 


q value 
2.5472 4f 


Opin, V, Unopln. 


U.6170 




5.6038 


.9868 


U.0709 


Mod* Opin. v, TJnopin, 


5.2500 




5.6038 


.3538 


l.ii668 


^He significant at the .05 level 
# ,10 ^p >*05 

TABLE 13 

NE-^mN-KEULS C0?/PARIS0N OP ^EANS ^ i 


CREDIBILITY (OBJEGTIVITT) 


Oomparleon 
Opin. V, Mod* Opin. 


3!b33 




X2 

5.0S51 


D 

1.2518 


q value 
a. 1217 


Opin* Y, Unopin. 


3.8333 




5.2500' 


I.UI67 


5.1255 


. ^ Opin, Y. Unopin* 


5.0851 




5.2500 


.I61i9 


.59)40 


-iHH^ significant at the .01 level 
.. signifioant at the .05 level 
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